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The hearing was called to order by Mr. Sandy Liu at 8:35 am.

Following were in attendance:

Name Affiliation Name Affiliation
Sandy R. Liu FAA-AEE-100 Gregg Fleming US DOT/VOLPE
Paul Schomer USA CERL Chris Roof US DOT/VOLPE
Jeff Jacquat McCarran Airport Glenn MacDonald Liberty Helicopter
Darren Schaefer Liberty Helicopter Roy Resavage HAI
John Leverton AHS International Joy A. Held Hel.Noise Coal. NY
Ben Sim U of MD Marc Gervais U of MD
Bill Sanderson HAI Norm Mowbray BHTI
Troy Gaffey BHTI Thelma Bullinger AFS-820
Joe Corrao HAI Irene Howie Mercy Air
Eric Jacobs Sikorsky Ella Atkins U of MD
Ella Atkins U of MD Mustapha Chetab U of MD
Kolie Lombard FAA AFS-410(con) Heather Frutiger Glenwood Aviation
John Gialdiar Helicopter News Matt Zuccaro Helicopter Council
Julian King GAO Steve Evered RF, Inc.
John Welby Welby Assoc. Rachelle Razon AAF-10
Chris Reese AAF-10 James Glass ANS-400
Patrick Mallen Whisper Jet Inc. Richard Krinsky Whisper Jet Inc.
Lorraine Neal AOP-200 John G. Babich ARN-200

Sandy Liu made the opening remarks. He introduced James Erickson, Director of the Office of Environment
and Energy, who welcomed everybody to the conference and talked about the importance of their input. He
talked about the different reactions people had to helicopter noise, and related a story of one NY C resident
who held the view that helicopter noise was a part of living in an urban area that he found appealing. He also
talked about the problems of distinguishing military helicopter sound from domestic helicopter noise. He
talked about the necessity of the national public and other agencies need to help with this matter, and that
aready several elements within the FAA are working on this problem. He told the group that new standards
of noise are being discussed and should be decided by January 2001. Announced that there will be a second
public meeting on October 20, 2000 and a need to report back to congress next spring.

Mr. Liu then introduced the peopled involved with this conference, and showed slides on the study done on
Section 747 Nonmilitary Helicopter Noise. He briefly discussed each dlide (see attached). Mr. Liu then
introduced Chris Roof who presented slides outlining the study that was done on helicopter noise in the
greater New York area. Mr. Roof explained how this information was collected, where it was collected
from, and the reason that location was chosen. It was felt that Liberty State Park in New Jersey was the ideal
Situation to study this matter and was representative of urban areas throughout the U.S.

There followed a brief Q& A session:



Q (Irene Howie)
Did you break it out by helicopter operator?
A It was very hard to say at any given time what operator was flying.
Q (Joe Corran)
Are you doing another study?
A Not at thistime.
Q (Ella Atkins)
Did you monitor aircraft situations? Was there anyway to tell whether or not they were currently using any
of the noise lowering mechanisms that are available just to the pilot as a way of flying?
A We didn't have any way of knowing that.
Q (Ella Atkins)
So you really don't know if implemented it would change that city's amount of noise.
A That’s correct, based on any individual aircraft.
Q (Joy Held)
Will any attempt be made to quantify the number of helicopter flights in NYC airspace—quantify the amount
of traffic?

A Thiswas not a part of the study. Did not focus on this.

Q (Irene Howie)

Just to follow up on the question | asked you earlier, in terms of identifying which operator or industry
segment was involved in these flights; did you at least for purposes of further research perhaps get
registration numbers on various helicopters?

A May be acouple. It was very difficult with the glare of the sun off the water. To putitin
perspective, from our point of view for this part of the study, we just needed to identify the
type of craft and the distance and speed that will help us collect our source data. We are
working with local ATC to get datafor the period we were there, its unclear as to how many
of the helicopters will make it into the database, but from that we will try to correlate it with
our measurements so that we can get further information.

Mr. Liu made some final remarks explaining further what this study was trying to do, and what the data
collected will be used for. He explained that they are going to assess this data and get a broader picture, to
be used to look at levels as well as systems, and assess the different ways to tackle the subject.

15 MINUTE BREAK

Reconvened after 15 minutes. Mr. Liu announced that we were going to go through the comments that were
submitted to the docket. He explained that the docket was organized chronologically as the comments were
received. He requested that the speakers step up and speak to the microphone, and sign their names for
purposes of properly recording themselves.

Comment #1: Sgt. Steven Smith, Ontario California Police Department
Not present

Comment #2: Jerome Margarten, The MARCH Coalition Fund, Inc.
Not present. He had called to check on his deposition, and Mr. Liu told him it would be
included in the "Report To Congress'.

Comment #3: Thomas Riffe, Springfield, VA
Not present



Comment #4: Wayne Williams, Sherman Oaks, CA
Not present

Comment #5: Laurie Ferguson Craig, Juneau, AK
Not present

Comment #6: Bruce Silverman, Portland, OR
Not present

Comment #7: Brent S. Shiner, City of Hayward, CA
Not present

Comment #8: Pete Riedl, Robinson Helicopter Company, CA
Not present

Comment #9: Mike G. Rees, Seattle Council on Airport Affairs, WA
Not present

Comment #10:Randall H. Walker, McCarran International Airport, Las Vegas, NV
Present but no comment

Comment #11:Joy A. Held, Helicopter Noise Coalition, NYC

Ms. Held said that the Helicopter Noise Coalition of NY C was formed in 1997, a citywide group with over
25,000 members. She said they were pleased that this study was being conducted but they are extremely
distressed by the focus of the study, the pilot study, and the way that solutions are being conceptualized.
People who are disturbed by helicopter noise are not fringe people. People complain in large numbers
because their lives and health are being severely disturbed. With regard to the focus of the study, it asks
what types of helicopters are disturbing people—the fact is that all types of helicopters disturb people
because helicopter noise is noise regardless of the mission of the helicopter. It is not just a question of
densely populated city residents; we get complaints from throughout the U.S. And not just the continental
U.S,, we get complaints from large and small cities, rural areas, and from people who try to enjoy wilderness
areas and cannot because of the helicopter problems. When people call us they are complaining about all
helicopters, military, news, emergency, individual recreation vehicles, and so forth. People in Alaska and
Hawaii are severely impacted al so.

The fact that congress has restricted this to military is understandable, but nevertheless | believe that the
military issue also needs to be addressed because these helicopters are very problematic for people who live
near bases and so forth.

In summary because there was no public scoping session and the data analysis was complete before the
original comment period was even concluded the public has had no input into how this study was designed.
Therefore in our view it does not reach or satisfy the mandate of the actual legislation, which says"The
Secretary of Transportation shall conduct a study on the effects of nonmilitary helicopter noise on
individuals." It does not say residents of large cities, or the continental U.S., and it says "the effects of
nonmilitary noise on individuals'.

Which gets me to point number two, the pilot study that's been conducted in NY C. Where are the measures
of the effects of noise on individuals? There is no attempt here to quantify the effects of noise on people.



That’s what the study was mandated to do. Congresswoman Carol Maoney who was one of the originators
of thislegidation has stated that exact point in her comments in letter to Jane Garvey protesting this study.
This study does not do what it is supposed to do. Now what we feel is hecessary to satisfy this mandate is
that there has to be a survey of people who are affected asking them what affect this noise has on their lives.
Then it has to be measured internally in homes, in schools, in hospitals, and so forth to quantify what people
are actually experiencing. There has to be external measurement not only at Heliports but on quiet side
streets, in parks, at a public monument and so forth. There has to be a very thorough review of the literature
that documents what aircraft noise does to people in terms of themselves, their functioning and their well
being. We need accounts of helicopters in airspace because until we know the magnitude of the problem we
can't begin to wrestle with what do about it.

In NYC in case you are not aware, there are three heliports now functioning, but in addition to the take-offs
and landing at those heliports, we have countless numbers of flights that go over the city. When | say
countless, what | mean is that nobody counts them, so we don't begin to know how much noise there actually
is. We have suggested in our comments that a panel/advisory group will be appointed to have community
input into the conduct of this study. That areal pilot study be donein NY C with the input of scientists and
community people who are knowledgeable about this subject so that we can start to document what it is that
people are experiencing. Because to ascertain the noise that is being generated, that is just the output of the
problem. Thislegidation asked usto look at how that noise is affecting us, and that is completely lacking
from what is being done here, except for the public comments which are being solicited.

Public comments are all good and well but they are not afocus study, they are not a pilot study, and we feel
that thisis an egregious error here and a terrible omission that negates the intent of the legislation. When we
get to the issue of recommended solutions, | would like to say that thisis not a question of volunteer
compliance, or aguestion of flying neighborly. We have had the flying neighborly program in NYC for
guite sometime, and | am here to tell you that a helicopter flying over my head and over my home is not
neighborly. A helicopter in the airspace where people are trying to live, work and recreate is not neighborly.
People and helicopters do not co-exist.

Helicopters are too noisy and given the requirements to keep them in the air they will always be too noisy to
bein aresidential area or near people when they are trying to live their lives. People do not want to live their
livesin the concept of company with a helicopter. So the whole way that thisis being phrased is, in all
honesty, very detrimental to the public interests. It isnot just a question of air traffic control, although they
are of course important, its not just a question of getting technology to lower the noises, there are many other
areas that need to be explored in terms of solutions.

For example, legislation: The Helicopter Noise Control and Safety Act has been introduced several times
into congress, it has not yet passed. We need legislation on the national level to start mandating what kind of
controls can be put in place. There are other kinds of legislation that speak to thisissue that are on the
boards such as The Quiet Community Act and the reopening of the Office of Noise Abatement and Control.
These are the kinds of national efforts that we need to start addressing attention on thisissue in away that
would make it different. Because as Rep. Nadler of NY C has put it, "helicopters constitute a hole in the
regulatory net,” At this point in time a helicopter can hover outside my window for four hours and thereis
nothing anybody can do about it. Now thisiswrong. By looking at ATC procedures and at technology, we
are not addressing the whole problem. We specified many; many times regulations we think should be put
into place. You can read them in our testimony.



With regard to altitude routes hovering and so forth, the question of whether the study that was done
identifies the helicopter mark was raised, we need helicopters marked in the way that they can be identified
from the ground. Otherwise how can the public tell who is disturbing them? The noise of the news media
has been mentioned. When they cover major eventsin NY C they stack for hours. Communities have
unbearable noise for hours and hours, as seven or ten helicopters are stacked above them. Thisistotally
unsatisfactory, and there must be a cooling mechanism. In fact when Channel 7 came to the Borough's
President Task Force Meeting afew years ago, the executive said that they would be willing to get rid of
their news helicopter if the other stations would follow suit, because they are just too expensive to maintain.

That is the kind of inquiry that should be done in this study, looking at creative solutions to eliminate the
problem, not just reduce it by atiny percentage.

In terms of policy issues. we're hoping for a stage three-helicopter requirement. We feel that the FAA hasto
start investigating new noise measuring, because the LDS does not see to what people experience. People do
not hear averages, they hear single events. The LDS does not look at the low frequency vibration of the
helicopter noise which is so very disturbing to people. We also note in our petition that the Mayor and the
Governor have come out with a policy banning tour helicopters from taking off and landing in NYC. This
mandate is being phased in over time and NY C has asked the FAA to be released from the federal grant
assurance requirement that the downtown Manhattan heliport accommodate all helicopters until the year
2007 when that ten year period runs out. The city wantsto be released from that so that they can implement
their policy of banning tour helicopters from NY C. The FAA has declined, and we ask the FAA to consider
that again.

The Governor has spoken, the Mayor has spoken, and the residents of NY C have spoken, and we need
relieve from this problem, and we are asking the FAA's help. So far all the FAA is doing istelling us that
they must protect the rights of the industry. What about the rights of the residents?

What we are saying is that mandatory regulations are required not voluntary regulations. We have had
voluntary regulationsin NY C for sometime, they do not work. The industry tells us that they are flying over
the rivers, but we see them flying over the avenues with great frequency. Volunteerism isall very well, but
not when health and functioning are at stake. In addition to mandatory regulations there has to be an
enforcement mechanism, otherwise it's useless. So what the NY C Helicopter Noise Coalition have been
advocating for since our inception is the institution of a non-emergency no-fly zonein NYC. We do not
want non-emergency helicopters in our space because we cannot co-exist with them.

Unfortunately we do not have the deep pockets of industry so we could not bring many members to
Washington today, but you will be hearing from more of our members since the comment period has been
extended. What these people will tell you is how helicopters makes their lives impossible. How they cannot
sleep, they cannot work, their children cannot learn they cannot function, they cannot speak in their homes
and be heard, and they cannot enjoy their recreation. They cannot live and coexist with this atrocity and that
iswhy we feel that this study is so very important and should be done correctly, to the mandate of congress.
So we urge the FAA to think again, to look at our comments and the comments of other community groups
and do a meaningful pilot study in NY C which does not have to be that expensive. We are certainly willing
to %ive our experience —we did anoise study in NY C in the apartments of people who live 250 ft from the E
34" st Heliport, and we found decibel levels of 94 decibels on terraces and 86 decibels inside apartments.
Now people living with 86 decibels noise from helicopters inside their apartments is totally intolerable.



We are saying that thisis an opportunity to do something meaningful both in terms of conceptualizing the
problem, documenting the problem, and looking at proposed solutions to the problem. We urge the FAA to
broaden their efforts and to do areal study that is asked for and demands to be done. Thank you very much.

Comment #12: Dawn Mancuso, Association of Air Medical Services, Alexandria, VA
Not present

Comment #13:Carolyn B. Maloney, Congressional Rep. from 14" District, NY
Not present

Comment #14:M.E. Rhett Flater, AHS International, Alexandria, VA
Represented by John Leverton

Asyou are probably aware we are a technical society with 6,000 membersin all the major manufacturersin
the U.S. and Europe. AHS members, including the manufacturers, really appreciate the need to address this
issue; this has been discussed in the industry for many, many years now. For the last two years AHS has
held two conferences to try to address some of these issues. Some of the comments | want to pick up on, and
some of the comments in the deposition, which you can read, come from those two meetings.

One of the important aspects | think is the fact that in addition to the amp level, the character and impression
of the sound is equally important to what people observe when they encounter helicopters. Having said that,
being atechnician, the difficulty in trying to use areading is that there is very little research done on people's
adverse reaction to helicopter noise. There was alot of work donein the 70s and 80s. We were just about
to get somewhere, and then there were all sorts of reasons why that work was curtailed. Certainly we need to
understand what causes this adverse public reaction to some of the helicopters.

What came out of these public sessionsisthat it is simply not alevel issue as brought up by different
individualsin different parts of the U.S. Helicopters with certain unique characteristics - | use the word
tourism because they have alower actua noise level - actually recorded more adverse reaction than some of
the noisier ones. | think isfair to say that at present there is no known measure for rating or assessing the
public response for taking characteristics into account.

The other thing that came out of the two meetings was that in addition to the character of the sound, was the
fact that public reaction (I think there was a survey that has been done, some in Hawaii, half in the U.S. and
some in Europe) is also tied up with concerns over safety. Very often these are perceived issues not real
issues. So | think the AHS feelsit isimportant to try to find a way to understand what the actua issueis.

A couple of other things to mention is that the manufacturers, in conjunction with NASA, have made
considerable efforts in understanding the noise, and producing quiet helicopters. If you look over the history
of recent years, you will see that the noise level of helicoptersin general at the source point have actually
decreased. Also there has been alot of understanding of the source of noise. Many of the newer models
have dramatically reduced noise levels. Remember that unlike fixed wing, it is not easy to retrofit some
older helicopters but quieter models are being devel oped and coming onto the market.

Another point, which was picked up earlier on, was the military. Now we understand why congress went
that way. However some of the responses that came out of the public meetings we had was that in a number
of areas, military operations do have an impact on public acceptance. Many people, especidly if they are
indoors, cannot tell whether a helicopter is military, public, or what it is actually doing. So thereis an inter-
relationship with military and in some areas the public acceptance of private operations is colored by military



operations. Somehow we need try to sort out this because most of use cannot tell if it's a military helicopter
or not.

| mentioned BVI, athough thereisalot of work done on this, we still haven't got the tools to reduce its on
helicopters. But here it has been shown that operationa techniques can minimize it and technically eliminate
this. This needsto belooked at. Also we don't as an industry or, may | suggest, the FAA, have very good
tools for looking and rating noise. We have the FAA noise models and NASA trap noise models but they are
not really tailored to what we are trying to do to look at public responses. They generate contours but you
have no feeling. Certainly that is another area where we need to establish reliable methods. Also quite
honestly we don't have a very good database of most levels of actual helicopters. It's no use going to the
FAA noise model and try to use it with today's helicopters, its not a very satisfactory situation. We need
these tools if we're going to mitigate and understand the issues.

Two fina points:

» Weare going to need to do a survey to establish types of operations that cause noise that people find
annoying, as it may not be what we think it is.

*  We would recommend a survey by the FAA in concert with NASA, to establish methods of actually
rating these procedures.

We think the FAA should support the development of reliable modeling tools so that you can actually predict
the subjective responses. At the moment it’s avery crude process.

Another operational aspect discussed in our formal presentation, and I'm sure it will be addressed by HAI,
and we fully support those areas related to, i.e., and the processto fly higher and removing some of the
current limitations. We would support some | FR type operations. We also think we need some sort of
public understanding as to why helicopters are there, understand the need for them, and what they are doing,
and sometimes the characteristics of what they are doing in the night. We think we ought to move to some
sort of more flexible procedures, whatever you can, I'm talking about 1000 ft, 1500 ft up to 2000 ft
which isvery difficult in the current structurein many areas.

Finally, the AHS appreciates the opportunity to respond to the agencies requested and ook forward to
supporting this effort in the future. Thank you.

Comment #15:Dan Saltzman, City of Portland, OR
Not present

Comment #16: Troy Gaffey, Bell Helicopter, Fort Worth, TX
Not present

Comment #17:Roy Resavage, Helicopter Associate International, Alexandria, VA

We are the trade association that represents the helicopter operators throughout the world. We have about
1500 member organizations, our members fly about 5,000 helicopters, and do that for about 2 million hours a
year. We represent a sizeable amount of the industry. We also represent the aircraft manufacturers that are
here today and others that did not attend.



A lot of the ground | wanted to cover has already been done, so | won't re-plow something that has already
been covered. | want to tell you that the helicopter industry acknowledges the fact that noiseisa
consideration to the people on the ground. We have to be very careful how we operate our aircraft and how
we manufacture it, to be attuned to the needs of all folks. Not only the people using the products, but those
that do not feel they have a direct benefit from these services. | want to tell you that | do not accept the
premise mentioned earlier that anything other than emergency medical helicopters are of value. The
helicopter industry brings great value in many different areas and the quality of our lives would be severely
changed if helicopters were eradicated from the entire system.

| do want to follow up on what John Leverton said that the manufacturers are going to extraordinary efforts
to try to reduce the amount of noise and sound energy that the aircraft emanates. There are new stringency
requirements being considered and we wholeheartedly endorse those. We believe that the industry should be
challenged and pushed to the maximum limit possible within engineering and economical restraints of what
they can do to make the aircraft as quiet asthey can be. Again, these are new aircraft that are coming off the
line and yet to be developed and designed. There will be some relief, but we also have thousands of aircraft
that do not have the most advanced sound quieting techniques, and they are going to be with usfor along
time. These are very expensive aircraft and they are not going to be put aside waiting for something better to
come along.

The question is— how do we deal with the aircraft that are currently in the system to allow society to have
the benefit of helicopters and not be an annoyance? We believe that there are many things that can be done
to mitigate the impact of the helicoptersthat are fairly inexpensive, low-tech solutions that will certainly help
the process while we are waiting for quieter aircraft to be devel oped.

We believe that there are many things, and I'll go into some of them — of course they are listed in our paper
and | won't reiterate all the bullet points. We believe that through proper route structures, expediting
our entry and exit into the IFR system, allowing usto operate at higher altitudes will certainly
decrease the impact on people that don't want to hear helicopter operations. Without over ssimplifying
it, | just want to leave the thought in your mind that in amost every instance if we can fly higher we will
greatly reduce the sound that is received by the people on the ground, and diminish the impact of helicopter
operations.

In relation to the first speaker that spoke today, I'm not going to comment. | can tell you that we obviously
have honest differences on how we view the world. But one thing we do agree on is that the study the way it
is currently envisioned is not going to answer the problem. | agree with you on that, I'm not sure we agree
on anything else.

We believe, as already stated that we don't know when we get complaintsif they are related to military or
whether they are commercial. We cannot differentiate by the mission that’ s ared herring, the aircraft have
multi-missions, what they do in the morning may be different from what they do in the afternoon. It's very
difficult to attach a stigma to one type of mission more so than the other. It realy doesn't take us where we
need to go.

The fact that some people find a certain maneuver or procedure annoying does not mean that everyone in the
community does. As James Erickson said this morning he gave an example of extreme position where a
person he knew enjoyed the sound of the helicopter operating. There are certainly people at the other end of
the extremes that don't want to hear any noise at all; there is no acceptable level of noise. Asa matter of fact
if they see an aircraft fly over, just a contrail in the sky will be enough to annoy them and as John Leverton
has written in the past, they will find this unacceptable.



So we have those beds of the extreme, but | would say to you that somebody that listens to a police
helicopter circling a neighborhood may find that very annoying, especialy if its late at night. However,
perhaps the residents that live there feel a great amount of security knowing that the helicopter is doing
something about their security and is going to help them have a better quality of life. Someone maybe very
upset when they see a EM S aircraft make one or two passes in a congested area, to make sure its safeto go in
and pick up someone that’s been in an accident. However the person on the ground, their loved ones and
their family think it’s awonderful thing to happen. So again it isin the eye of the beholder

What we believe is that the FAA needs to have some type of study done. Again John touched on the
technical aspects of what the FAA and NASA and different folks need to do for the appropriate method of
collecting this data from the sound perspective. But we would also challenge the FAA to come up with the
proper social science perspective that our first speaker commented on aswell. Y ou need to find out what
really is annoying to the people out there. Just getting a technical measurement of the sound doesn't answer
the question. Isthat sound annoying to people? When isit annoying? Why isit annoying? How does it
affect your life? How does it make your life better or worse, and what can we do about it?

| think that with the direction the FAA has been charged with, their limited funding, and what they can do
right now, they're trying to take a snapshot with the sound studies. But | think you would admit that itisa
rather unsophisticated study. To assume that microphones placed around a pier that is on water is going to
record the same thing that somebody would hear in the middle of the city where you have all types of sound
scattering that mitigate that, it’s atotally different scenario. | know what you are trying to do | guess my fear
isthat by taking alook at that snapshot the system will try to extrapolate that over alarge area and you'll end
up with worse data than if you did no study at all.

| would certainly challenge the FAA to re-look at how they do this. | would certainly suggest that they do it
in conjunction with some type of university-based study, where you have people that are really well versed
in socia science, and know how to professionally prepare the appropriate survey, and can collect the
statistics and analyze them correctly. Also have some type of study that is available for peer review, because
if you don't have something that is available for peer review then you are always going to have a question of
whether is smacks of bias for one side or the other. We would be very happy to see the FAA move in that
direction and provide whatever input we could to help in that light.

One of the things | touched on briefly before and would like to get back to is that in almost every situation if
you can fly higher it will make the situation better. Werealize that in densely populated urban areas
normally around class B airspace, it isvery difficult for a controller to do. | want to direct these reports
basically to ATC procedures because that is the fact that the study purported to do so I'm going to get on that
alittle bit. | realize the difficulties of operating helicoptersin this environment, you want us to stay clear of
the arriving and departing aircraft for obvious safety factors.

| would challenge the ATC to come up with better techniques, and have a better under standing and a
better training program to learn what the unique characteristics are of a helicopter, what we can and
cannot do. Where we can fly, what our limitationsare. Try to figure out the appropriate (again working
with the community, theindustry and the FAA) type of VFR corridorsand checkpoints. Totry to
move the aircraft to the least objectionable routing that will disturb the least amount of people, but still
allow the industry to provide the vital service that needsto be done. NY has made great stridesin trying to
work with the community, trying to find out what the problems are and make the adjustments required to fit
in as much as they can.



IFR was talked about briefly. The technology is developing rapidly with the GPS revolution and we have
in the new aircraft coming of the assembly line more and more IFR capable. Wewould like to see
enhanced development by FAA on better and mor e efficient ways to get helicoptersinto and out of the
|FR structure. The way the current system is designed is very archaic. If we're not taking off from an
airport its very difficult to get in that system. |f you wanted to part someplace other than the end of an
instrument approach to an airport itsvery difficult to get out of the IFR structure. Thereisalot of
what we do that we cannot do in the IFR structure. | don't want to say that that's the panaceafor all our
problems, but I'm saying that we can work with the FAA to develop proceduresthat will get usin the
system. Which will get us 3, 4, 5, or 6 thousand feet above the ground where sound is not going to be a
problem. Again, if you're the type of individua that if something flying overhead bothers you, | can't do a
lot about that, but we can certainly do alot about the sound if we can get in there.

Even as we speak there are different committees and panels — there is a vertical flight meeting today — there
are alot of things that you think relate to sound, but they do. If we start devising techniques that set the
minimum so high that we can't go in and shoot GPS point space approaches, or that we can't do GPSI
departures, we are never going to be able to use the equipment that technology already existsto get away
from the general public, and lessen the amount of sound energy in the air.

We talked about Fly Neighborly programs. | would say to you that there isalot that pilots can do through
this program. It's avery well thought out program done in conjunction with the manufacturers. Thereisa
great difference in the way you fly an aircraft and the amount of sound you put out. Y ou can't make the
sound go away, but you can certainly through appropriate flying techniques that we advocate in the Fly
Neighborly program, really reduce the impact on the community. And | think again that NY is a perfect
example of how that can be done. Does everyone out there fly with Fly Neighborly techniques? Well | can't
make that claim, but | can tell you that | certainly believe the lions share of the people do and we're getting
more and more people involved and signed up every day. | can't tell you how many packets and information
requests we get that we sent out literature involved that tells what air speed, what rpms, what rates of
descent, what angles of descent, are appropriate for their type of aircraft. Again, to lessen the sound impact,
where they should fly, how they should work with the community, and so forth. Again there are alot of low
cost options that can be followed, independent of the FAA to a certain extent.

Part of this study asked a bunch of rhetorical questions about how their regulations might affect the different
communitiesif there were more stringent enforcement of regulations. We think thereisalot of room to
change the process the way we handle aircraft, without restricting the community of the vital services they
need.

Look at law enforcement aircraft, don’t see these going away. There are alot of missions they need to do
that will keep them in close proximity to the general public while executing that mission that's charged to
them by the government, to protect the local citizens. However, they are not alwaysin alife or death car
chase or something, contrary to what you see in Hollywood productions, so when they are not doing a
mission that requires close surveillance, we would say they should be doing all the things we have talked
about. They don't need to be in the breach all the time. When they need to be there, they need to be there.
But when they don't the system should have the flexibility to operate them at a higher altitude and fly them
away from people. We feel that they should be subject to the same constraints that the rest of the
commercia world is when not actually doing a law enforcement mission.

Electronic newsgathering has been afairly heated topic over the last year or two. It's alegitimate business,

people want to see what they are feeding into their stations. Again | believe that you are not going to see the
system get rid of al their helicopters anytime in the near future. | don't think that’s a possibility. Arethe
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ways we can operate them smarter and more effectively so that they would have less of an impact? Can they
operate at higher atitudes with the new gyro stabilized cameras and microwave systems that they have? Yes
they can. Can they develop time-sharing techniques where they don't all have to be at the same scene, all
shuttle in and out, work cooperatively? They probably could, there are certain business reasons that they
don’'t do that. Isthe potential there, is that something that could be formed in the future? | think itis. There
are first amendment considerations. To say that you are going to ban al news helicopters because you don't
like what they do is not arealistic approach. | think we need to figure out how to use them more effectively
and lessen their impact.

Sightseeing is also alegitimate business enterprise. There are millions of people that want to see NY or the
Grand Canyon or a number of oth